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It is proposed that emotional and cognitive functions may be differentiated based on
sex. However, it is still unknown whether this assumption could be generalized for all
emotional faces and working memory (WM) functions. To examine this, 50 females, and
60 males performed an emotion recognition task, consisting of a series of emotional
faces as well as three working memory tasks from Cambridge Neuropsychological
test battery (CANTAB); namely, spatial working memory (SWM), stocking of Cambridge
(SOC), and intra/extradimensional shifts tasks (IED). The results found that females had
faster response times in recognition of both positive and negative faces as compared
to males. Furthermore, it was observed that while females were better on SWM task
processing, males performed better on IED and four move SOC tasks, illustrating that
processing of WM components may differentiate by sex. It has been concluded that
emotional and cognitive functions are indeed sensitive to sex differences.
Keywords: gender differences, emotion recognition, visuospatial working memory, executive functions,
Cambridge Neuropsychological test battery (CANTAB)
INTRODUCTION
Sex differences regarding cognitive and emotional processing have been of great interest for years.
It has been reported that females are more sensitive to emotional and stressful stimuli based on
electro-dermal activities and self-report measures during processing of cognitive and emotion tasks
as compared to males (Kring and Gordon, 1998; Kret and De Gelder, 2012). Previous empirical
research suggests affective and cognitive processing may be sex-differentiated such as in emotion
recognition and working memory (WM) processing due to these factors, i.e., higher emotionality
and stress level (Kring and Gordon, 1998; Montagne et al., 2005). A highly complex process such
as facial expression recognition likely requires an organizing mechanism such as WM in order to
maintain and coordinate the different perceptual andmemory-related neural components involved
in the recognition of facial expressions (Streit et al., 1999). In addition, several studies postulate that
responses to facial emotional stimuli are mediated by attentional processes (McKenna et al., 2001;
Holmes et al., 2003; Pourtois et al., 2006) and that the interaction between attention and WM is
bidirectional (e.g., Gonzalez-Garrido et al., 2007).
Experimental studies of sex differences in facial emotion recognition and WM tasks have often
reported contradictory findings. Several studies suggest that females outperform males in specific
WM tasks such as spatial working memory (SWM) (Owen et al., 1990; Duff and Hampson,
2001; Kaufman, 2007; Harness et al., 2008), and emotion recognition (McClure, 2000; Hall and
Matsumoto, 2004; Montagne et al., 2005; Kret and De Gelder, 2012; Sawada et al., 2014). However,
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other studies report either no difference or indicate an advantage
for males in emotion processing andWM tasks (Grimshaw et al.,
2004; Derntl et al., 2010; Sawada et al., 2014; Voyer et al., 2017).
It is therefore imperative to shed further light on the apparent
disparity within the literature by taking into consideration both
emotion recognition and WM performance whilst exploring sex
differences. The current study aims to investigate sex differences
at a broader level by employing both an emotion recognition
task and several WM measures that are each associated with a
different function of WM in a relatively large sample.
One approach to investigating emotional processing in sex
differences utilizes a facial emotion recognition test. The test
involves the presentation of various emotional stimuli involved
in perception, attention, and memory (Edwards et al., 2002;
Chan et al., 2009). Previous emotion recognition studies have
used drawings, cartoons, video clips, and photographs as stimuli
(Edwards et al., 2002). However, the validity of specific emotional
stimuli (e.g., drawings, cartoons) has been disputed (Edwards
et al., 2002). In this regard, the emotional picture set from the
affective series of Ekman and Friesen (1976) is considered to be
an essential resource in the investigation of emotion recognition
and is widely used throughout the domain due to the robust
validity of this set of pictures (Edwards et al., 2002).
Previous empirical research has often reported that higher
level emotionality and stress levels lead to attentional biases
toward emotional stimuli due to an increased level of alertness
during the presentation of emotional stimuli (Haas et al., 2006;
Doty et al., 2013; Andric et al., 2016). In this context, females are
reported to exhibit higher levels of emotional and stress responses
(Kring and Gordon, 1998; Kret and De Gelder, 2012), it would be
reasonable to predict such attentional biases toward emotional
stimuli in females compared tomales. Despite few contradictions,
meta-analytic reviews suggest that the majority of studies related
to emotion recognition demonstrate that females are faster in
recognition of emotional faces (McClure, 2000; Kret and De
Gelder, 2012). For example, Hampson et al. (2006) performed an
emotion recognition task by using real facial emotional pictures
and found that females were faster in recognizing both positive
and negative emotional faces. Furthermore, Vassallo et al. (2009),
reported that females were faster than males in recognition of
happy faces. Conversely, Sawada et al. (2014) investigated sex
differences in rapid detection of emotional icons, i.e., drawing
lines of faces. The authors found no difference between females
and males both in response times and accuracy. In line with
this, Hoffmann et al. (2010) also reported no differences between
females and males in recognition of real emotional faces with
higher density. A potential explanation for such inconsistency in
emotion recognition tasks may concern discrepancies like stimuli
and task domains (Kret andDeGelder, 2012). Specifically, several
studies that investigate sex differences in emotion recognition
task used emotional icons and video clips or pictures with either
higher or lower emotional density and reported contradictory
findings (McClure, 2000; Hoffmann et al., 2010; Sawada et al.,
2014).
Working memory, i.e., control of attention, storing and
manipulation of information, is an essential cognitive domain to
explore sex differences. According to Baddeley’s (2000) model,
WM can be divided into several components (i.e., Visuospatial
sketchpad (VSSP), storing visual, and spatial information, and
Phonological loop (PL), storing auditory information) and
a central executive function (CES, supervises memory store,
control, and manipulate information). It has been suggested
that CES has divisible functions such as inhibition (suppressing
task irrelevant stimuli), switching (shifting attention from one
task to another), planning (evaluation and selection of task
relevant information), and updating (maintenance of task related
information) (Baddeley, 1996; Miyake et al., 2000). Regarding sex
differences in WM task performance, sex differences in SWM are
well investigated (Owen et al., 1990; Duff and Hampson, 2001;
Kaufman, 2007; Voyer et al., 2017). For example, in a recent
study, SWM tasks were performed by females andmales samples,
and they found that females outperformed males as evidenced by
lower error rates in females (Duff and Hampson, 2001; Harness
et al., 2008). On the other hand, several studies report a male
advantage on SWM tasks (Bosco et al., 2004; Kaufman, 2007;
Voyer et al., 2017). For example, Kaufman (2007), investigated
sex differences by employing several SWM tasks (i.e., simple
span tasks that is similar to Corsi block, and rotation tasks, and
verification block tasks which are rather complex tasks). The
author concluded that males were significantly better on complex
SWM tasks but not on simple span tasks which are associated
with the visuospatial component of WM (Kaufman, 2007). In
addition, few studies suggested no sex differences on Corsi block
tasks (Farrell Pagulayan et al., 2006). One potential reason for
such contradiction may be the use of different task domains as
previous research indicates that performing either computerized
or physical cognitive tasks leads to contradictory results in studies
of sex differences (Cooper, 2006; Kay, 2006).
Despite accumulated empirical studies related to sex
differences in SWM tasks, the knowledge about sex differences
related to other components ofWM such as executive functions is
sparse. Two studies that have explored the executive functioning
domain both support sex differences: stop-signal tasks (Thakkar
et al., 2014) and the n-back task (Schoofs et al., 2013). Both
studies found that males performed better on specific outcome
measures of the tasks. However, these studies only provide
limited information as they investigate executive function by
focusing on a singular task. Working memory studies suggested
that CES has distinct functions such as switching (shifting
attention from one task to another), inhibition (i.e., suppression
of task irrelevant stimuli), and planning (sequencing order
of stimuli) (Baddeley, 1996; Miyake et al., 2000). It has been
reported that CES functions such as inhibition, switching,
and planning can be assessed as the significant functions of
CES (Ozonoff and Jensen, 1999; Miyake et al., 2000; Ozonoff
et al., 2004). These functions require higher cognitive effort as
compared to other sub-functions such as monitoring or storage
systems during task processing (Eysenck and Derakshan, 2011).
Therefore, to understand sex differences at a broader level
concerning WM processing, it has to be tested in specific tasks
that are each associated with a different function.
It is therefore vital to further investigate the role of sex
differences in both emotion and WM tasks concurrently.
Furthermore, as previous empirical studies often report that
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vulnerability to stress and emotionality is higher in females
than in males (McClure, 2000; Montagne et al., 2005; Fugate
et al., 2009), it is also important to consider the effect of
emotionality and stress on cognitive abilities and emotional
processes (Eysenck, 1963; Eysenck and Calvo, 1992; Eysenck
and Derakshan, 2011). For example, several studies found that
emotionality and stress cause worry related thoughts which
interfere with processing of WM and cause attentional biases
toward emotional stimuli (MacLeod and Rutherford, 1992;
Osorio et al., 2003). Therefore, investigating sex differences in
emotion recognition and WM tasks will facilitate a greater
understanding of sex-related performance on these domains.
Also, it would be useful to clarify whether any potential effect due
to sex differences in one domain (e.g., emotion recognition task)
will be revealed in another domain (e.g., WM tasks).
Theoretical models related to individual differences suggest
that emotionality, stress, and arousal levels are strongly
integrated, and this often negatively influences functions of
WM (Eysenck, 1963; Eysenck and Calvo, 1992; Eysenck and
Derakshan, 2011). It has been reported that stress-related
activities impair WM components differently (Eysenck and
Calvo, 1992; Eysenck and Derakshan, 2011). In more detail,
the findings demonstrated that CES functions such as switching
and inhibition would have significant impairments due to
stress-related activities as compared to VSSP (Eysenck, 1963;
Eysenck and Calvo, 1992; Eysenck and Derakshan, 2011). In
this context, if females are more sensitive to emotional and
stressful stimuli than males, there should also be reported
impairment in CES functions. To further examine this, we
test for sex-related differences using standardized WM tasks
found in the Cambridge Neuropsychological Tasks Automated
Battery (CANTAB; Sahakian and Owen, 1992). For example,
IED set shifting tasks is a computerized version of Wisconsin
Card Sorting test and it is strongly associated with switching
and inhibition functions (Ozonoff et al., 2004). Stocking of
Cambridge (SOC) is analogous to the Tower of London test and is
strongly associated with planning function (Ozonoff et al., 2004).
Finally, the SWM task is analogous to the Corsi Block test and is
used to measure the function of VSSP (Owen et al., 1990; Ozonoff
et al., 2004). Employing these subtasks will allow investigating
sex differences in WM task processing in detail because of the
increasing task difficulty of these subtests.
The present study aims to investigate sex differences in facial
emotion recognition and WM tasks at a broader level in a
relatively large sample from a novel perspective. Specifically,
facial pictures with varied emotional intensities from the affective
series of Ekman and Friesen (1976) which is well validated
across the world were selected for the emotion recognition tasks
(Ekman et al., 1971; Ekman and Friesen, 1976). The reason
for that is to increase the validity of data regarding emotion
processing in sex differences by employing universally recognized
emotions (Ekman et al., 1971). Regarding WM tasks, Cambridge
Neuropsychological Tasks Automated Battery (CANTAB) was
used as the test tool, and from this battery, IED (highly
similar to the WCST, assessing switching and inhibition) was
chosen for testing sex differences on switching and inhibition
functions. Furthermore, to examine sex differences on another
CES function, i.e., planning, the SOC test (highly similar to
TOH, assessing planning) was chosen. Moreover, SWM (similar
to Corsi Block and assessing VSSP) was selected to replicate
previous studies which show sex differences. Memory loads in
the SWM and SOC tasks were manipulated from very easy to
very difficult to examine any potential effect of sex differences in
a broader perspective. To our knowledge, this is the first study
which investigates sex differences at a broader level regarding the




One hundred ten participants (50 female, 60 males, i.e., sex
were matched as 45% females and 55% males) aged 18–
40 (males: M = 22.97 years, SD = 4.17; females: 21.50,
SD = 5.32) from Brunel University London took part the
study. Based on self-report measures, the participants have
no past or current psychiatric or neurologic disorders. Based
on the reports of Edinburgh Handedness Inventory (Oldfield,
1971), all participants were right-handed (Oldfield, 1971). In
all participants, predicted IQ was higher than 70 according to
National Adult Reading Test II (NART II) (NART II; Nelson,
1982). All participants were either native English speakers or
fluent in English. Participants gave a written informed consent
just before participation in experiments. The experiments took
1-h, and the participants received £10 for their participation.
The Department of Life Sciences ethics committee at Brunel
University approved the study.
Emotional Face Recognition Task
In the current study, to investigate sex differences in emotional
processing, emotional face pictures were selected from the affect
series of Ekman and Friesen (1976). This series of emotional
faces consists of six facial emotions (sad, disgusted, surprised,
fearful, angry, and happy) with the intensity of emotions varying
from the full emotion (100%) to 25%. In total, there were
144 emotional facial pictures which are equally divided for
each emotion, i.e., each facial emotion had 24 pictures. For
the experimental presentation, E-Prime (18-2.0.8.22), Psychology
Software Tools, Philadelphia, USA) was used to control the
appearance of pictures. In the task, emotional faces were
displayed for 500ms on the computer screen. After this time
interval, the names of six emotions were presented. Participants
were required to respond to the appropriate emotion that
described the preceding face by using themouse provided to click
on the emotion. Participants had to make their response in the
given time, otherwise missing responses or responses by accident
(too fast<250ms; too long>6,000 msec) were taken as incorrect
responses. Outcome measures were mean response times and the
total number of correct trials for each category of emotion.
Working Memory Tasks
Three WM tasks which are Stoking of Cambridge (SOC),
Spatial Working Memory task (SWM), Intra-Extra Dimensional
Shift task (IED) were selected from CANTAB (http://www.
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cambridgecognition.com/cantab/) to investigate sex differences
in various functions of WM processes.
Stockings of Cambridge (SOC)
In the SOC task, there are two configurations which each
consisted of 3 colored balls, one on the top and the other on the
bottom of the touchscreen. Participants are required to look at
the two configurations, and they must regulate the balls in the
bottom configuration to make it same as the top configuration.
To do this, they need to move the balls in a specific order because
they must match the goals with a certain number of moves
(between two and five moves). Also, participants were told that
they should think about the planning of appropriate moves and
then they should move a ball. Task difficulty is varied from two
to five moves. While in the most straightforward condition they
must complete the task with two moves, in the most challenging
condition they need to complete the task within five moves.
Outcome measures were mean response times and the number
of correct trials for each condition. In other words, the average
response times and the correct number of trials were taken
separately for 2, 3, 4, and 5 moves condition (Ozonoff et al., 2004;
Torgersen et al., 2012).
Spatial/Visual Working Memory Task (SWM)
The SWM task is associated with VSSP storage capacity of WM.
In this task, participants were presented with a number of blue
boxes in a spatial array with an empty column on the right
side of the array. The boxes contain yellow hidden tokens and
participants were required to find the tokens by touching the
boxes. Hence, participants were required to search for hidden
tokens (e.g., touching blue token which is moved to empty
column). When they find a token in a box, it will not contain
another token again so that they should search in other boxes
where a token hasn’t been found yet. Also, when the participants
touch a box which hasn’t contained a token yet, they should
search the token again until they find it. For efficient task
performance, participants should remember the location of the
boxes where a token has been found and the other boxes where
the token hasn’t been found. Thus, they will complete the task
successfully with fewer error rates. Task difficulty is increased
from searching 4 to 6 and 8 boxes. Outcome measures in this
task are “between search errors” meaning the number of times
a participant revisits a box in which a token has already been
found within a given trial. “Within search errors” referring to the
number of times a participant revisits a box already found to be
empty during the same search as well as “total errors” refers the
average number of errors that occurred in 4, 6, and 8 boxes (Owen
et al., 1990).
Intra-Extra Dimensional Shift Task (IED)
IED is similar to the Wisconsin card sorting test (Grant and
Berg, 1948), and it is associated with the switching and inhibition
functions of the central executive system (Ozonoff et al., 2004). In
this task, participants were presented with a set of compounded
stimuli which consists of two colored shapes and two ramified
lines. In this task, participants always see four objects on the
screen, a compounded set of a colored shape and a white line
on the left, and a compounded set of a colored shape and a
white line on the right. There are two primary rules for task
performance. In the first rule, participants should ignore the
lines and respond based on the shapes and in the second rule
they should ignore shapes and respond based on the lines. Task
performance is hence based on rule learning so that participants
should touch a compounded stimulus to determine whether the
touched stimuli is correct. Participants received feedback that
indicated whether the response was correct or not to learn the
correct rule based on the feedback received. The rule is altered
after six correct responses without notification, and participants
have to discover the new rule based on the feedback. The
outcome measures are total errors (i.e., mean errors throughout
the task), total trials (i.e., the number of trials that are performed),
successfully completed stages (i.e., the number of successfully
completed conditions) and EDS errors (errors that occurred
during extradimensional shifts).
Procedure
Before the experiment, all participants read and signed the
informed consent form. Subsequently, participants completed
the following questionnaires: Edinburgh handedness inventory,
a self-assessment questionnaire of past or current history of
psychiatric or neurological illness, a verbal IQ test (NART). Based
on the results of the questionnaires, the exclusion criteria were as
follows: IQ<70, color blindness, use of psychoactive medication,
and a history of past or current neurological or psychological
disorders. By employing such exclusion criteria, potential
confounding effects due to these factors should be reduced
as emotional and cognitive functioning may be influenced
by those factors. The experiments consisted of two phases;
WM and emotion recognition phases. Finally, participants
completed the experiments individually in a quiet cubicle room.
Presentation of the two phases (emotion recognition task and
WM tasks) was randomized so that participants either performed
emotion recognition task at first or WM tasks. For the emotion
recognition task, a computer which runs E-prime was used.
For the WM tasks, CANTAB was used, and the three WM
subtasks were again randomized for each participant. All tasks
were first practized to eliminate sensorimotor or comprehension
difficulties. The participants were instructed verbally from a
script. On average, the study took 1 h.
RESULTS
Multivariate analyses of covariance MANCOVA was calculated
when examining sex differences in the emotion recognition
and WM tasks. The significance of all effects was reported at
p < 0.05 unless otherwise stated. The grouping variable was sex,
i.e., females and males. The controlling variable was age and
predicted intelligence (NART). The testing variables were the task
conditions.
Emotion Recognition Task
The results regarding sex differences in emotion recognition
tasks showed that females were faster on responding to faces
accurately whereas males and females had comparable scores
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of accurately recognized emotions (see Table 1). In more detail,
females were significantly faster than males on recognition of sad
faces after controlling for participant’s age [RT, F(1, 109) = 9.59;
p = 0.003], ή2 = 0.084; disgusted faces [RT, F(1, 109) = 5.39;
p = 0.019], ή2 = 0.051; surprised face [RT, F(1, 109) = 5.33;
p = 0.023], ή2 = 0.048; fearful faces [RT, F(1, 109) = 4.50;
p = 0.036], ή2 = 0.041; angry faces [RT, F(1, 107) = 4.11;
p = 0.048], ή2 = 0.037; happy faces [RT, F(1, 109) = 3.70;
p = 0.054], ή2 = 0.034. However, regarding the number
of correctly recognized faces, males and females had similar
performance as evident by non-significant results through
all pairwise comparisons after controlling age and predicted
intelligence [all accuracy F(1, 109) < (largest: 3.01/lowest:.16), all
p > (largest: 0.69/lowest: 0.072)]. The results indicate that while
females are faster than males on recognition of emotional faces,
males and females had comparable performance on the number
of correctly recognized faces.
In addition, when examining sex differences in emotion
recognition regarding overall response times (including correct
and error trials all together) after controlling age and predicted
intelligence, the results were still similar as follows; sad face,
[RT, F(1, 109) = 11.28; p = 0.001], ή
2 = 0.097; disgusted faces
[RT, F(1, 109) = 8.24; p = 0.005], ή
2 = 0.073; surprised face
[RT, F(1, 109) = 5.14; p = 0.025], ή
2 = 0.047; fearful faces
[RT, F(1, 109) = 6.28; p = 0.014], ή
2 = 0.056; angry faces
TABLE 1 | Shows mean and standard deviations (SD) for correct hits and
response times in emotion recognition tasks in males and females.
Outcome measures Sex N Mean Std. Deviation
Angry accuracy Male 60 0.49 0.14
Female 50 0.50 0.13
Disgusted accuracy Male 60 0.37 0.17
Female 50 0.39 0.12
Fearful accuracy Male 60 0.45 0.16
Female 50 0.46 0.13
Happy accuracy Male 60 0.81 0.10
Female 50 0.82 0.08
Sad accuracy Male 60 0.65 0.14
Female 50 0.69 0.14
Surprised accuracy Male 60 0.59 0.13
Female 50 0.64 0.11
Angry response time Male 60 1172.51 486.17
(correct trials) Female 50 1021.58 300.71
Disgusted response Male 59 1429.57 745.05
time (correct trials) Female 50 1151.32 428.90
Fearful response time Male 60 1488.50 617.30
(correct trials) Female 50 1266.68 450.85
Happy response time Male 60 814.92 256.23
(correct trials) Female 50 730.87 194.77
Happy response time Male 60 1121.26 389.57
(correct trials) Female 50 907.20 323.35
Surprised response Male 60 1289.41 578.53
time (correct trials) Female 50 1059.76 436.58
[RT, F(1, 107) = 6.82; p = 0.010], ή
2 = 0.061; happy faces
[RT, F(1, 109) = 3.40; p = 0.061], ή
2 = 0.032. Despite of
numerical changes in the results, it seems males and females still
had comparable performance on the overall response times of
recognized faces (see Table 2).
Working Memory Tasks
MANCOVA results showed that sex differences in only certain
conditions ofWM tasks whereas no sex differences were found in
the majority of conditions in WM tasks as evident by all p-values
>0.05 after controlling age and predicted intelligence (NART).
In line with this, females and males showed similar
performance on other conditions of SWM tasks which are
associated with spatial WM [all F(110) < (largest: 2.90/lowest:
0.02), all p> (largest: 0.96/lowest: 0.14)]. The results indicate that
females had similar scores regarding average of total errors and
performance in searching 4, 6 and 8 boxes (see Table 3).
The results regarding SOC task performance shows that
females and males had similar performance in all outcome
measures of SOC except for the 4 moves condition after
controlling age and predicted intelligence (see Table 4). The
result showed that males were significantly faster than females
TABLE 2 | Shows mean and standard deviations (SD) for overall response times
in emotion recognition tasks in males and females.
Outcome measures Gender N Mean Std. Deviation
Angry response time (overall) Male 60 1492.4768 563.86775
Female 49 1230.0592 359.86629
Disgusted response time (overall) Male 60 1349.6865 520.97205
Female 49 1089.0137 326.35737
Fearful response time (overall) Male 60 1551.6577 527.17507
Female 49 1289.9147 464.34989
Happy response time (overall) Male 60 1016.6553 315.26002
Female 49 906.1422 258.32186
Happy response time (overall) Male 60 1380.5305 476.51534
Female 49 1092.5400 344.42982
Surprised response time (overall) Male 60 1449.3802 568.80444
Female 49 1200.7206 439.08138
TABLE 3 | Shows mean and SD in SWM task outcome measures for females and
males.
Outcome measures Sex N Mean Std. Deviation
SWM 4 boxes Male 60 1.13 2.11
Female 50 0.34 1.23
SWM 6 boxes Male 60 4.75 5.25
Female 50 3.76 5.12
SWM 8 boxes Male 60 12.83 10.69
Female 50 13.40 9.12
SWM tot errors Male 60 18.93 16.22
Female 50 18.02 13.74
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TABLE 4 | Shows mean and SD in response times and the correct number of
responses in SOC outcome measures for females and males.
Outcome measures Sex N Mean Std. Deviation
2 moves Male 60 1840.55 2451.26
Female 50 1863.53 907.35
3 moves Male 60 4222.57 4778.06
Female 50 5034.78 2869.08
4 moves Male 60 7541.25 5687.12
Female 50 10112.18 6920.78
5 moves Male 60 10368.28 7609.93
Female 50 13098.48 13553.38
Mean 2 moves Male 60 2.11 0.45
Female 50 2.01 0.07
Mean 3 moves Male 60 3.16 0.41
Female 50 3.14 0.33
Mean 4 moves Male 60 5.25 0.83
Female 50 5.13 0.96
Mean 5 moves Male 60 6.16 1.39
Female 50 6.33 1.33
Minimum total moves Male 60 9.32 1.95
Female 50 9.24 1.76
TABLE 5 | Shows mean and SD in IED task outcome measures for females and
males.
Outcome measures Sex N Mean Std. Deviation
EDS errors Male 60 7.08 8.498
Female 50 11.50 10.037
IED stages completed Male 60 8.72 0.691
Female 50 8.56 0.812
IED total errors Male 60 15.30 9.677
Female 50 18.10 11.814
IED total trials Male 60 77.42 16.702
Female 50 80.42 20.127
in the 4 moves SOC task [F(1, 109) 4.62 p = 0.034], ή
2 = 0.043.
However, females and males had similar performance in all other
conditions. This was evident by non-significant results through
all pairwise comparisons for mean of RTs in SOC moves (2, 3,
and 5) [all F(1, 109) < (largest: 1.59/lowest: 0.05), all p > (largest:
0.90/lowest: 0.21)]. Likewise, mean number of moves showed
non-significant results: [all F(1, 109) < (largest: 3.01/lowest: 0.05),
all p > (largest: 0.77/lowest: 0.09)]. The results indicate that
females and males differ in response time on the 4 moves SOC
condition whereas they did not differ on SOC task performance
regarding in other conditions.
Finally, the results regarding IED task showed sex differences
in one outcome measure after controlling age and predicted
intelligence (EDS errors) [F(1, 109), 3.80, p= 0.05]. Females made
more errors during processing of EDS shifts which is strongly
associated with switching and inhibition functions (see Table 5).
However, females and males did not differ significantly in all
other outcome measures [all F(1, 109) < (largest: 1.88/ lowest:
0.74), all p > (largest: 0.39/lowest: 0.17)]. The results indicate
that females and males had completed a similar number of trials,
completed stages and average of total errors.
DISCUSSION
In the present study, sex differences in the processing of facial
emotion recognition andWM tasks were investigated. The results
showed significant differences between females and males in the
processing of facial emotion recognition tasks in all emotional
faces whereas sex differences were found only in some of the
WM conditions. Furthermore, females were faster than males in
recognition of all emotional faces as evident by shorter responses
in recognition of sad, disgusted, surprised, fearful, angry and
happy faces. Additionally, in WM tasks while males and females
had similar performance in searching boxes in the SWM task,
males performed better in the EDS outcomemeasure of IED tasks
and four moves SOC tasks.
The first aim of the study was to investigate sex differences
in processing of facial emotion recognition tasks. Present results
are consistent with the empirical studies which showed females
are faster than males on recognition of emotional faces for
both positive and negative faces (McClure, 2000; Vassallo et al.,
2009; Hoffmann et al., 2010; Kret and De Gelder, 2012). It has
been indicated that females are more emotional and stressful
which lead attentional biases toward emotional stimuli (Kring
and Gordon, 1998; Fugate et al., 2009; Schoofs et al., 2013).
Indeed, there is empirical evidence that shows that factors such
as emotionality and stress prioritize encoding of emotional cues
to detect emotional stimuli rapidly. It is suggested that these
factors influence the focus of attention by putting the cognitive
system in alert mode toward emotional stimuli (Osorio et al.,
2003; Haas et al., 2006; Eysenck and Derakshan, 2011; Andric
et al., 2016).
Present results are consistent with previous findings related to
emotion recognition tasks (Kring and Gordon, 1998; Montagne
et al., 2005; Hampson et al., 2006; Hoffmann et al., 2010; Kret
and De Gelder, 2012). For instance, Hampson et al. (2006)
examined whether sex differences exist in the processing of
facial emotion recognition task and found that females were
indeed faster than males in recognition of both positive and
negative faces. This is in line with the conclusion that female
performance was superior in emotion recognition. Also, a few
studies have reported no sex difference in emotion recognition
(Sawada et al., 2014). It has been suggested that the reason for
such contradictions might be nature of emotional stimuli because
the studies which found no sex differences often used drawing
lines such as icons or stimuli with high emotional intensities
(McClure, 2000; Hoffmann et al., 2010; Sawada et al., 2014).
However, in the current study, real emotional faces were selected
from affect series of Ekman and Friesen (1976) who tested and
validated these faces regarding emotion intensity and recognition
across the world. Thus, the results seem to be more objective
and valid as compared to the studies which failed to show sex
differences by illustrating female superiority in the facial emotion
recognition task.
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Theoretically, it has been suggested that such differences
between males and females are due to different socialization
processes (Brody, 1985) and hormonal secretions which may
lead different brain activations in males and females (Speck
et al., 2000; Kret and De Gelder, 2012). For instance, Kret
and De Gelder (2012) reviewed sex differences in processing
of emotional stimuli. They suggested that females are more
emotional than males as evident by higher skin conductance
results when viewing emotional stimulus. Males and females are
differing regarding brain structures due to different hormonal
secretion since childhood (Speck et al., 2000). In line with that,
electrophysiological studies showed distinct activations of the
visual cortex in P1 and N1, while men were associated with right
hemisphere activations women were associated with bilateral
activity in women (Proverbio et al., 2006). It has been found
that left hemisphere activation for female and right hemisphere
activations in males were found during the presentation of
emotional expressions (Lee et al., 2002). These differences
between males and females may be lead regarding sex differences
in emotion recognition as in the current findings.
The second aim of the study was to investigate sex differences
inWMmemory processing. The results showed sex differences in
particular conditions of eachWM task whereas no sex differences
were found in WM tasks when averaging their performance
across each task. It seems that while males and females did not
significantly differ in conditions of SWM which is associated
with VSSP component of WM, males seem to be better in
some conditions of executive functions which is associated with
planning (SOC task) and switching and inhibition functions
(IED task). However, this difference between the performance
of females and males is small because when assessing the
task performance overall, they did not differ. This is in line
with metanalytic reviews which show females and males vary
on specific WM tasks with a small but significant difference
(Kaufman, 2007; Voyer et al., 2017).
Importantly, to resolve the contradiction found between
previous findings sex differences in individual WM tasks such
as SWM, the current study manipulated task demand from easy
and challenging conditions in SWM and SOC tasks as some
individuals may show different performance on only specific
difficulties (Eysenck, 1963). In this context, males showed better
performance on the four move SOC condition whereas no
significant sex differences were found on conditions of the
SWM task. Thus, these results suggest sex differences could be
observed in particular conditions of certain WM tasks which
are associated with executive functions The results regarding the
SWM task are consistent with previous empirical research which
showed no sex differences on SWM tasks (Farrell Pagulayan
et al., 2006). Current results seem to be consistent with the
study of (Kaufman, 2007) as well because of in that study
while males and females significantly differ on complex SWM
tasks, no sex differences were found on simple span tasks which
are analogous to SWM tasks in the current study. It should
be noted that in the study of Kaufman (2007) complex SWM
tasks consisted of two tasks (e.g., Verbal tasks and rotation
task) and participants had to perform two tasks in rapid
succession as a dual task. It is known that performing two tasks
in a rapid succession often associate with executive functions
as well (Baddeley, 1996; Jiang, 2004). However simple span
task is mainly taken as a measure of visuospatial sketchpad
that is a component of WM (Owen et al., 1990; Kaufman,
2007). In this perspective, the current study is in line with
(Kaufman, 2007) because while no differences were found in
SWM tasks, there were small but significant sex differences
in executive function tasks (IED and SOC tasks) in favor of
men.
On the other hand, the studies which suggested females
superiority in SWM tasks (Duff and Hampson, 2001; Harness
et al., 2008) have not controlled for age and intelligence in the
statistical analyses. These empirical findings indicate that females
had fewer errors in SWM tasks as compared to males. As it has
been indicated WM components could be divisible in prefrontal
regions so that these components may differ based on sex as well
(Duff and Hampson, 2001; Harness et al., 2008). For instance,
females have been shown to be better on perceptual speed and
accuracy on visual tasks (Born et al., 1987; Duff and Hampson,
2001). This means that females may faster perceive visual details
and encode locations because SWM is associated with VSSP
which is storage component of WM (Duff and Hampson, 2001).
Therefore, females may better perceive and encode location of
information (Duff and Hampson, 2001). In this context, if we
do not control for age and predicted IQ, our results in line with
this interpretation because females seem to be better on specific
conditions of SWM; SWM 4 boxes [t(107) = 2.07; p = 0.041].
However, despite statistical differences in favor of women in the
overall conditions of SWM after controlling age and predicted
IQ, the significance disappeared. Therefore, such results could be
due to using different statistical approaches.
Furthermore, the results regarding SOC and IED tasks
demonstrate male’s superiority on certain conditions as
compared to females. A similar pattern of these results has
been found in the tasks which are associated with executive
functions, i.e., stop signal task and n-back tasks (Schoofs et al.,
2013; Thakkar et al., 2014). This differentiation in executive
functions might be due to higher emotional and stress level in
females as compared to males. The theories related to individual
differences such as attentional control theory (Eysenck et al.,
2007) and dual mechanisms of control (Braver et al., 2007;
Braver, 2012) suggest some evidence that emotionality and
stress level mainly impairs CES functions while WM storage
mostly remains unaffected (Eysenck et al., 2005; Eysenck and
Derakshan, 2011). The potential reason for that is CES functions
require higher mental effort in the task processing as compared
to storage systems (Eysenck and Calvo, 1992; Eysenck et al.,
2005; Eysenck and Derakshan, 2011). CES is thought to be
involved in attentional control and manipulation of information
in addition to supervising WM storages (Baddeley and Hitch,
1974; Baddeley, 1996). It should be noted that while SWM is
associated with a storage system of WM, SOC and IED are
associated with CES of WM (Ozonoff and Jensen, 1999; Ozonoff
et al., 2004). Based on this knowledge, emotionality and stress
level in females may lead to differences that favor males during
processing of WM tasks which are associated with executive
functions.
Sex differences are often reported with statistically significant
but small differences (Duff and Hampson, 2001; Harness et al.,
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2008; Schoofs et al., 2013; Thakkar et al., 2014). The current study
is consistent with these studies by showing significant differences
in only specific outcome measures whereas overall females
and males performed similarly on all WM tasks. Indeed, that
would be quite surprising, if the results would show significant
differences between females and males in WM performance,
instead of current results that show only slight sex differences
because both females and males were all healthy individuals
and the potential confounding factors such as age and predicted
IQ were controlled. There are two reasons in support of this
interpretation. First, the current study used a large sample (60
females, 50 males) which could be sufficient to show significant
sex differences as compared to past studies. Second, it has been
demonstrated that past or current history of psychiatric or
neurological disorders such as depression, anxiety or epilepsy,
IQ level, use of psychoactive drugs could negatively influence
WM processing and thus lead potential confounding effects.
Several previous studies did not use such exclusion criteria.
Thus, the conclusion indicates there might be the difference
between females and males, but this would be somewhat small
difference as illustrated by small, significant differences in specific
conditions.
To summarize, the current study proposes that while females
were faster in recognition of facial pictures and more accurate in
the SWM task (assessing VSSP), males had better performance
on the four moves SOC task (assessing planning) and a part of
the IED task (EDS) (evaluating switching and inhibition). The
results regarding emotional recognition task indicate that higher
emotionality and stress level in females may lead to attentional
biases toward emotional stimuli. Further, the results regarding
WM tasks suggest that females were superior in their ability
to scan and correctly perceive visual information in the VSSP,
whereasmales had performed partially better onWM tasks which
are associated with CES. The latter finding may be due to higher
emotionality and stress disrupting functions of CES in females.
Taken together current results demonstrate that emotional and
WM processes may differ by sex. While the present research
has shown sex differences in emotion recognition and WM
processing, future studies need to test sex differences in executive
functions further. For instance, sex differences in WM tasks
that consist of emotional stimuli should be tested. Also, in the
current study, all participants were either native English speakers
or fluent in English, however we did not considered their racial
profiles. As the cultural differences may influence perception in
recognition of emotional stimuli, the continued investigation in
terms of sex differences during emotion recognition task should
consider racial profiles as well.
In conclusion, the current results indicate that females showed
faster response times in recognition of negative and positive faces
as compared tomales. Further, it has been observed while females
were better on SWM task processing, males were better on IED
and four move SOC tasks, illustrating that there are likely sex
differences in the processing of distinct WM components.
AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
RS selected the experimental tasks, conducted the experiment,
run analyses and write the manuscript. AS supervised in
experimental design, checked experimental results and revised
the paper and contribute in writing paper. ER revised the
paper, contribute discussion, statistical analyses and added more
references.
REFERENCES
Andric, S., Maric, N. P., Knezevic, G., Mihaljevic, M., Mirjanic, T., Velthorst, E.,
et al. (2016). Neuroticism and facial emotion recognition in healthy adults.
Early Interv. Psychiatry 10, 160–164. doi: 10.1111/eip.12212
Baddeley, A. (1996). Exploring the central executive. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 49, 5–28.
doi: 10.1080/713755608
Baddeley, A. (2000). The episodic buffer: a new component of working memory?
Trends Cogn. Sci. 4, 417–423. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(00)01538-2
Baddeley, A. D., and Hitch, G. (1974). Working memory. Psychol. Learn. Motiv. 8,
47–89. doi: 10.1016/S0079-7421(08)60452-1
Born, M. P., Bleichrodt, N., and Van Der Flier, H. (1987). Cross-cultural
comparison of sex-related differences on intelligence tests: a meta-analysis. J.
Cross Cult. Psychol. 18, 283–314. doi: 10.1177/0022002187018003002
Bosco, A., Longoni, A. M., and Vecchi, T. (2004). Gender effects in spatial
orientation: cognitive profiles and malestal strategies. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 18,
519–532. doi: 10.1002/acp.1000
Braver, T. S. (2012). The variable nature of cognitive control: A dual mechanisms
framework. Trends Cogn. Sci. 16, 106–113. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2011.12.010
Braver, T. S., Gray, J. R., and Burgess, G. C. (2007). “Explaining the many varieties
of variation in working memory,” in Variation in Working Memory, eds A. R.
A. Conway, C. Jarrold, M. J. Kane, A. Miyake, and J. N. Towse (Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press), 76–108.
Brody, L. R. (1985). Gender differences in emotional development: a review of
theories and research. J. Pers. 53, 102–149.
Chan, S. W., Norbury, R., Goodwin, G. M., and Harmer, C. J. (2009). Risk for
depression and neural responses to fearful facial expressions of emotion. Br.
J. Psychiatry 194, 139–145. doi: 10.1192/bjp.bp.107.047993
Cooper, J. (2006). The digital divide: the special case of gender. J. Comput. Assis.
Learn. 22, 320–334. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2729.2006.00185.x
Derntl, B., Finkelmeyer, A., Eickhoff, S., Kellermann, T., Falkenberg, D. I.,
Schneider, F., et al. (2010). Multidimensional assessment of empathic abilities:
neural correlates and gender differences. Psychoneuroendocrinology 35, 67–82.
doi: 10.1016/j.psyneuen.2009.10.006
Doty, T. J., Japee, S., Ingvar, M., and Ungerleider, L. G. (2013). Fearful face
detection sensitivity in healthy adults correlates with anxiety-related traits.
Emotion 13:183. doi: 10.1037/a0031373
Duff, S. J., and Hampson, E. (2001). A sex difference on a novel spatial working
memory task in humans. Brain Cogn. 47, 470–493. doi: 10.1006/brcg.2001.1326
Edwards, J., Jackson, H. J., and Pattison, P. E. (2002). Emotion recognition via facial
expression and affective prosody in schizophrenia: a methodological review.
Clin. Psychol. Rev. 22, 789–832. doi: 10.1016/S0272-7358(02)00130-7
Ekman, P., and Friesen, W. V. (1976). Measuring facial movement. Environ.
Psychol. Nonverbal Behav. 1, 56–75. doi: 10.1007/BF01115465
Ekman, P., Friesen, W. V., and Tomkins, S. S. (1971). Facial affect
scoring technique: a first validity study. Semiotica 3, 37–58.
doi: 10.1515/semi.1971.3.1.37
Eysenck, H. J. (1963). Biological basis of personality. Nature 199, 1031–1034.
doi: 10.1038/1991031a0
Eysenck, M., Payne, S., and Derakshan, N. (2005). Trait anxiety, visuospatial
processing, and working memory. Cognit. Emot. 19, 1214–1228.
doi: 10.1080/02699930500260245
Eysenck,M.W., and Calvo,M. G. (1992). Anxiety and performance: the processing
efficiency theory. Cognit. Emot. 6, 409–434. doi: 10.1080/02699939208409696
Eysenck,M.W., and Derakshan, N. (2011). New perspectives in attentional control
theory. Pers. Individ. Dif. 50, 955–960. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2010.08.019
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 8 June 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1072
Saylik et al. Emotion and Cognition in Genders
Eysenck, M. W., Derakshan, N., Santos, R., and Calvo, M. G. (2007). Anxiety
and cognitive performance: attentional control theory. Emotion 7, 336–353.
doi: 10.1037/1528-3542.7.2.336
Farrell Pagulayan, K., Busch, R. M., Medina, K. L., Bartok, J. A., and Krikorian, R.
(2006). Developmental normative data for the Corsi Block-tapping task. J. Clin.
Exp. Neuropsychol. 28, 1043–1052. doi: 10.1080/13803390500350977
Fugate, J. M., Gouzoules, H., and Barrett, L. F. (2009). Separating production from
perception: Perceiver-based explanations for sex differences in emotion. Behav.
Brain Sci. 32, 394–395. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X09990203
Gonzalez-Garrido, A. A., Ramos-Loyo, J., Gomez-Velazquez, F. R., Alarcón, M. A.,
and de la Serna Tuya, J. M. (2007). Visual verbal working memory processing
may be interfered by previously seen faces. Int. J. Psychophysiol. 65, 141–151.
doi: 10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2007.04.005
Grant, D. A., and Berg, E. (1948). A behavioral analysis of degree of reinforcement
and ease of shifting to new responses in a Weigl-type card-sorting problem. J.
Exp. Psychol. 38, 404–411.
Grimshaw, G. M., Bulman-Fleming, M. B., and Ngo, C. (2004). A signal-detection
analysis of sex differences in the perception of emotional faces. Brain Cogn. 54,
248–250. doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2004.02.029
Haas, B. W., Omura, K., Constable, R. T., and Canli, T. (2006). Interference
produced by emotional conflict associated with anterior cingulate activation.
Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 6, 152–156. doi: 10.3758/CABN.6.2.152
Hall, J. A., and Matsumoto, D. (2004). Gender differences in judgments
of multiple emotions from facial expressions. Emotion 4:201.
doi: 10.1037/1528-3542.4.2.201
Hampson, E., van Anders, S. M., and Mullin, L. I. (2006). A female advantage in
recognition of emotional facial expressions: test of an evolutionary hypothesis.
Evol. Hum. Behav. 27, 401–416. doi: 10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.05.002
Harness, A., Jacot, L., Scherf, S., White, A., and Warnick, J. E. (2008).
Sex differences in working memory. Psychol. Rep. 103, 214–218.
doi: 10.2466/pr0.103.1.214-218
Hoffmann, H., Kessler, H., Eppel, T., Rukavina, S., and Traue, H. C. (2010).
Expression intensity, gender and facial emotion recognition: females recognize
only subtle facial emotions better than males. Acta Psychol. 135, 278–283.
doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2010.07.012
Holmes, A., Vuilleumier, P., and Eimer, M. (2003). The processing of
emotional facial expression is gated by spatial attention: evidence from
event-related brain potentials. Brain Res. Cogn. Brain Res. 16, 174–184.
doi: 10.1016/S0926-6410(02)00268-9
Jiang, Y. (2004). Resolving dual-task interference: An fMRI study. Neuroimage 22,
748–754. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.01.043
Kaufman, S. B. (2007). Sex differences in mental rotation and spatial
visualization ability: Can they be accounted for by differences in working
memory capacity? Intelligence 35, 211–223. doi: 10.1016/j.intell.2006.
07.009
Kay, R. (2006). Addressing gender differences in computer ability,
attitudes and use: the laptop effect. J. Educ. Comput. Res. 34, 187–211.
doi: 10.2190/9BLQ-883Y-XQMA-FCAH
Kret, M. E., and De Gelder, B. (2012). A review on sex differences
in processing emotional signals. Neuropsychologia 50, 1211–1221.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2011.12.022
Kring, A. M., and Gordon, A. H. (1998). Sex differences in emotion:
expression, experience, and physiology. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 74:686.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.686
Lee, T. M., Liu, H. L., Hoosain, R., Liao, W. T., Wu, C. T., Yuen, K. S., et al. (2002).
Gender differences in neural correlates of recognition of happy and sad faces
in humans assessed by functional magnetic resonance imaging. Neurosci. Lett.
333, 13–16. doi: 10.1016/S0304-3940(02)00965-5
MacLeod, C., and Rutherford, E. M. (1992). Anxiety and the selective processing
of emotional information: mediating roles of awareness, trait and state
variables, and personal relevance of stimuli. Behav. Res. Ther. 30, 479–491.
doi: 10.1016/0005-7967(92)90032-C
McClure, E. B. (2000). Ameta-analytic review of sex differences in facial expression
processing and their development in infants, children, and adolescents. Psychol.
Bull. 126, 424–453. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.126.3.424
McKenna, M., Gutierrez, E., Ungerleider, L., and Pessoa, L. (2001).
Attention increases selectivity to emotional faces. Neuroimage 13:S443.
doi: 10.1016/S1053-8119(01)91786-0
Miyake, A., Friedman, N. P., Emerson, M. J., Witzki, A. H., Howerter, A., and
Wager, T. D. (2000). The unity and diversity of executive functions and their
contributions to complex “frontal lobe” tasks: a latent variable analysis. Cogn.
Psychol. 41, 49–100. doi: 10.1006/cogp.1999.0734
Montagne, B., Kessels, R. P., Frigerio, E., de Haan, E. H., and Perrett, D.
I. (2005). Sex differences in the perception of affective facial expressions:
do males really lack emotional sensitivity? Cogn. Process. 6, 136–141.
doi: 10.1007/s10339-005-0050-6
Nelson, H. E. (1982). The Nelson Adult Reading Test (NART) Manual. Windsor:
NFER-Nelson.
Oldfield, R. C. (1971). The assessment and analysis of handedness: the Edinburgh
inventory. Neuropsychologia 9, 97–113. doi: 10.1016/0028-3932(71)90067-4
Osorio, L. C., Cohen, M., Escobar, S. E., Salkowski-Bartlett, A., and Compton, R.
J. (2003). Selective attention to stressful distracters: effects of neuroticism and
gender. Pers. Individ. Dif. 34, 831–844. doi: 10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00074-0
Owen, A.M., Downes, J. J., Sahakian, B. J., Polkey, C. E., and Robbins, T.W. (1990).
Planning and spatial working memory following frontal lobe lesions in man.
Neuropsychologia 28, 1021–1034. doi: 10.1016/0028-3932(90)90137-D
Ozonoff, S., Cook, I., Coon, H., Dawson, G., Joseph, R. M., Klin, A., et al. (2004).
Performance on cambridge neuropsychological test automated battery subtests
sensitive to frontal lobe function in people with autistic disorder: evidence from
the collaborative programs of excellence in autism network. J. Autism Dev.
Disord. 34, 139–150. doi: 10.1023/B:JADD.0000022605.81989.cc
Ozonoff, S., and Jensen, J. (1999). Brief report: Specific executive function profiles
in three neurodevelopmental disorders. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 29, 171–177.
doi: 10.1023/A:1023052913110
Pourtois, G., Schwartz, S., Seghier, M.L., Lazeyras, F., and Vuilleumier,
P. (2006). Neural systems for orienting attention to the location of
threat signals: an event-related fMRI study. Neuroimage 31, 920–933.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.12.034
Proverbio, A. M., Brignone, V., Matarazzo, S., Del Zotto, M., and Zani, A.
(2006). Gender differences in hemispheric asymmetry for face processing. BMC
Neurosci. 7:44. doi: 10.1186/1471-2202-7-44
Sahakian, B. J., and Owen, A. M. (1992). Computerized assessment in
neuropsychiatry using CANTAB: discussion paper. J. R. Soc. Med. 85, 399–402.
Sawada, R., Sato, W., Kochiyama, T., Uono, S., Kubota, Y., Yoshimura, S., et al.
(2014). Sex differences in the rapid detection of emotional facial expressions.
PLoS ONE 9:e94747. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0094747
Schoofs, D., Pabst, S., Brand, M., and Wolf, O. T. (2013). Working memory is
differentially affected by stress in males and females. Behav. Brain Res. 241,
144–153. doi: 10.1016/j.bbr.2012.12.004
Speck, O., Ernst, T., Braun, J., Koch, C., Miller, E., and Chang, L. (2000). Gender
differences in the functional organization of the brain for working memory.
Neuroreport 11, 2581–2585. doi: 10.1097/00001756-200008030-00046
Streit, M., Ioannides, A. A., Liu, L., Wölwer, W., Dammers, J., Gross, J., et al.
(1999). Neurophysiological correlates of the recognition of facial expressions of
emotion as revealed by magnetoencephalography. Cogn. Brain Res. 7, 481–491.
doi: 10.1016/S0926-6410(98)00048-2
Thakkar, K. N., Congdon, E., Poldrack, R. A., Sabb, F. W., London, E. D., Cannon,
T. D., et al. (2014). Females are more sensitive than males to prior trial events
on the Stop-signal task. Br. J. Psychol. 105, 254–272. doi: 10.1111/bjop.12034
Torgersen, J., Flaatten, H., Engelsen, B. A., and Gramstad, A. (2012).
Clinical validation of Cambridge neuropsychological test automated
battery in a Norwegian epilepsy population. J. Behav. Brain Sci. 2:17736.
doi: 10.4236/jbbs.2012.21013
Vassallo, S., Cooper, S. L., and Douglas, J. M. (2009). Visual scanning in the
recognition of facial affect: is there an observer sex difference? J. Vis. 9, 11–11.
doi: 10.1167/9.3.11
Voyer, D., Voyer, S. D., and Saint-Aubin, J. (2017). Sex differences in visual-
spatial working memory: a meta-analysis. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 24, 307–334.
doi: 10.3758/s13423-016-1085-7
Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.
Copyright © 2018 Saylik, Raman and Szameitat. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice.
No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these
terms.
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 9 June 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1072
